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This research examines social capital and knowledge sharing effect on innovation capability among 
lectures in universities. Social capital was analyzed using three constructs, namely trust, norm and network, 
while knowledge sharing was broken down into two variables, namely knowledge collecting and knowledge 
donating. Innovation capability was explained on an individual level based on personality, behavioral and 
output perspectives. The research model and hypotheses were developed from the literature. Data collection 
is conducted through a survey on lecturers of private universities in Surabaya. The obtained data from the 
questionnaires were analyzed with the Partial Least Square (PLS) to investigate the research model. The 
results suggest that social capital signiﬁcantly inﬂuences innovation capability, while high level of knowledge 
collecting and knowledge donating can lead to high level of innovation capability. This study offers a 
foundation to analyze the relationships between social capital, knowledge-sharing process, consisting of 
knowledge collecting and knowledge donating, and innovation capability. 
 




In this knowledge economy era, a company 
could not only rely on mastery of technology, access 
into capital, and past success, to win the prevailing 
competitions. Now knowledge has become the basis 
of organizational competitive advantage, so that ideas 
concerning products and the application of the ideas 
on the products have become routine economy acti-
vities. The main asset of an organization is in the form 
of intellectual capital, which adheres to each indivi-
dual and is intangible. With this intellectual capital, 
individuals could change information into know-
ledge (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). 
A considerable number of literatures show that 
social capital holds an significant part in economy, 
especially knowledge economy (Doh & Zolnik, 
2011), since social capital could facilitate and urge the 
forming of knowledge and exchange of research 
results, education, and research and development 
processes (Westlund, 2006; Doh & Zolnik, 2011). 
Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) pointed out that social 
capital is involved in the creation of intellectual capi-
tal in an organization which could become the organi-
zation’s advantages for meeting challenges.  
This study will be a considerable endeavor in 
knowledge sharing stimulation in the workplace, 
particularly in universities. This study will also be 
beneficial to lecturers when they employ effective 
knowlegde sharing in order to, not only, collect 
external knowledge, but also to donate it. Initially, this 





Social capital is collective relationship that could 
deliver useful resources for an individual’s interest in 
the present or in the future (Green, 1996). Unlike hu-
man capital, which is a combination of a person’s 
attributes, skills or experiences, social capital consists 
of value and benefit, both actual and potential, which 
are produced by a person’s social interactions 
(Santarelli & Tran, 2012). Social capital could interact 
with human capital and financial capital. The benefits 
given by social capital also could be revealed as hu-
man resources and monetary assets (Doh & Zolnik, 
2011). 
Social capital can be categorized into trust, con-
nection set structure, and norms that encourage col-
laboration between actors to gain mutual benefits 
(Putnam, 1995). According to Putnam (2000), social 
capital is represented by recognized affiliation, public 
involvement, social reliance and altruism. Aside of 
being the main form of social capital, trust could also 
be gathered by collaborating within a public affiliation 
connection set (Fukuyama, 1995). The study by Onyx 
and Bullen (2000) discusses social capital as classified 
into trust, involvement within groups, mutuality, 
customs, social agents and community rules. Thus, 
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social capital could be explained through three 
constructs which consist of reciprocal trust, affiliation, 
and community norms. 
The preventive aspect of trust relates to the 
certainty that there is an efficient penalty mechanism 
in case of a breach of deals or contracts. This belief 
enables the establishment of cooperation and deals or 
contracts (Doh & Zolnik, 2012). Previous researches 
show that trust and honesty could reduce transaction 
cost, create more efficient reciprocal relationship, and 
diminish frictions within social life (Fukuyama, 1995; 
Putnam, 2000). Therefore, trust is regarded as the 
main feature in communication and social exchange 
(Doh & Zolnik, 2012).  
Associational activities are the tendency of 
community members to be voluntarily involved in 
different sorts of organizations (Knack & Keefer, 
1997; Dakhli & de Clercq, 2004; Doh & Zolnik, 
2012). This indicates the proximity with social set of 
connections and the level of openness of the net-
works. A study by Coleman (1990) shows that social 
network conclusiveness, cohesive ties encourage 
process the development of trust cooperation and 
interactions.  
Community norm is people’s tendency to coo-
perate and to put common interest above personal 
interest (Knack & Keefer, 1997; Dakhli & de Clercq, 
2004). This mechanism occurs simultaneously with 
associational activities, since community members 
who are willing to develop their social condition tend 
to be more involved in various activities, and more 
inclined to share information, ideas, and knowledge 




Knowledge sharing is key element in the know-
ledge management practice used to create, harvest, 
and sustain business processes (Shah & Mahmood, 
2013; Alavi & Leidner, 2001; Witherspoon, Jason, 
Cam, & Dan, 2013), where organizational members 
collaborate to mutually facilitate, solve problems and 
develop new ideas (Pulakos, Dorsey, & Borman, 
2003). Successful knowledge sharing will enable an 
organization to enhance its innovative capabilities in 
response to a changing environment (Hansen, 1999; 
Collins & Smith, 2006). 
Knowledge sharing can be performed in various 
ways, determined by the kind of knowledge to be 
shared, i.e. tacit or explicit knowledge. Tacit know-
ledge is embedded in the subconscious level; there-
fore, it is usually more complicated to be shared 
(Faizuniah & Aizzat, 2009). For that reason, tacit 
knowledge is commonly shared using face-to-face in-
teractions, metaphors, images and other methods that 
do not require formal language use (Koskinen, Pih-
lanto, and Vanharanta, 2003; Fernie, Green, Weller, 
& Newcombe, 2003). 
Meanwhile, explicit knowledge is more easily 
explained and shared, available in books, manuals, 
data bases, expert systems, training and various types 
of publications (Faizuniah & Aizzat, 2009; Ipe, 2003; 
Koskinen et al., 2003). Explicit knowledge sharing 
activities will encourage every member of the orga-
nization to combine codified knowledge, to enable 
them to generate new knowledge and enhance inno-
vation (Suresh, 2012). 
Numerous previous researches show that know-
ledge sharing will enhance the ability and perform-
ance of corporate innovation (Lin, 2007; Yang & Wu, 
2008; Zhi-Hong, Li-Bo, & Shu, 2008). Van den Hoff 
and de Ridder (2004) define a knowledge sharing pro-
cess consists of either bringing (or donating) know-
ledge and gaining (or collecting knowledge). Know-
ledge donating is concerned with corresponding to 
others about one's intellectual abilities, whereas know-
ledge collecting is concerned with asking peers so that 




The innovation capability is an important organi-
zational asset to survive and create competitive ad-
vantage (Terziovski, 2007; Bullinger, Bannert, & 
Brunswicker, 2007). The innovation capability is the 
ability of corporations to routinely generate new and 
unique commercial values (Bullinger, Bannert, & 
Brunswicker, 2007; Wallin, Larsson, Isaksson, & 
Larsson, 2011; Terziovski, 2007). It includes the di-
mensions of product innovation, process innovation 
and management innovation (Lin, 2007; Plessis, 
2007).  
The capability of innovation is able to analyse 
both the individual and organizational levels. This re-
search investigates innovation capability at individual 
level. The assessments of innovation capability at in-
dividual level are classified into: personality perspec-
tive, behavioral perspective and output perspective 
(Lin, 2007). The example of personality perspective 
or personality characteristics is the level of willing-
ness to change from an individual. The behavioral 
perspective is indicated by the ability of individuals to 
try something new, while the perspective of output is 
shown by the ability of individuals to make some-
thing new (Lin, 2007). At the organization level, inno-
vation capability can be measured by the ability to 
develop new products, to respond to technological 
changes, and to counter to competitors (Lin, 2007). 





The correlation between social capital and 
knowledge sharing is widely discussed in prior studies 
(Tsai, 2005; Chow & Chan, 2008; Sechi, Borri, 
Lucia, & Celmins, 2011; Roussel & Deltour, 2012). 
The relationship of social interaction, mutual trust, 
and team identification correlate to knowledge sha-
ring intentions significantly (Akhavan & Hosseini, 
2016). According to van den Hooff and Huysman 
(2009), in the process of sharing knowledge, social 
capital acts by offering access to individuals with 
appropriate knowledge, shared interests, mutual trust, 
respecting the value of knowledge of others and ha-
ving the capability to comprehend, interpret, and con-
sider the other's knowledge. This research presumes 
social capital to influence lectures’ inclination to share 
knowledge with colleagues in terms of both know-
ledge collecting and knowledge donating positively. 
The following two hypotheses are formulated: 
H1: Social capital affects knowledge collecting posi-
tively. 
H2: Social capital affects knowledge donating posi-
tively. 
 
The ability of an organization's innovation is in-
fluenced by two basic processes of knowledge sha-
ring, i.e. knowledge collecting and knowledge dona-
ting (Lin, 2007; Zhi-Hong et al., 2008; Yesil, Kosta, 
& Buyukbese, 2013; Kamasak & Bulutlar, 2010). 
Based on that previous study, the following hypothe-
ses are suggested: 
H3:  Knowledge collecting affects knowledge donat-
ing positively. 
H4:  Knowledge collecting affects innovation capabi-
lity positively. 





Population and Sample 
 
The unit analysis in this research is at the indi-
vidual level. The empirical research bases on data ob-
tained through questionnaires distributed among lec-
turers of private universities in Surabaya, East Java. 
The sample of this research is obtained by using a 
non-probability sampling technique. The question-
naires were distributed to 200 lectures of private uni-
versities in Surabaya. The total of returned ones was 
134 and only 99 questionnaires were usable. 
 
Instrument and Measures 
 
The measurement items were taken from the 
literature and then adjusted to the research setting. All 
the items rates on a five-point Likert-type scale ran-
ging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). 
The data were analyzed by using Smart PLS 3. Social 
capital items were operationalized as trust, network 
structure, and norms (Putnam, 2000). A sample item 
is as follows: “I believe the management is able to 
make good decisions for the future of university”. 
Knowledge collecting items are derived from van den 
Hooff and de Ridder (2004). A sample item of know-
ledge collecting is as follows: “I asked my colleagues 
about their abilities when I wanted to learn some-
thing”. Knowledge donating items are modified from 
van den Hooff and de Ridder (2004) as well. A 
sample item of knowledge donating is as follows: 
“When I have learned something new, I tell my col-
leagues about it”.Item of innovation capability takes 
Lin’s proxy (2007). A sample item is as follows: “I 
am improving my ability to produce new, more ef-
fective work procedures”. 
This research performs two-stage data analysis 
(Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). First, it is 
done by evaluating the reliability and validity of the 
proxy. Second, partial least squares techniques are 
used to test the hypotheses (Chin, Marcolin, & 
Newsted, 2003). 
 
Result and Discussion 
 
Table 1 depicts the results of first stage. The 
model has VIF values <10, hence there was no mul-
ticollinearity (Hair et al., 2010). As Table 1 presented, 
the individual item reliability of each standardized 
factor loading was significant and exceeded the re-
commended level 0.7. All construct composite 
reliability (CR) and Cronbach’s α are above the 
benchmark 0.7 (Hair et al., 2010), consequently, the 
construct reliability is met. For convergent validity, all 
construct average variance extracted (AVE) is higher 
than the variance due to measurement error for that 
construct (that is AVE must > 0.50). 
Table 2 shows the relationship among the con-
structs. The diagonal of the table presents the square 
root of the AVE. The entire square root of the AVE 
values are higher than the correlations between any 
pair of constructs, implying the satisfactory discrimi-
nant validity of the measure (Fornell & Larcker, 
1981).  
As depicted in Table 3, all item loadings on the 
corresponding constructs are significant. The loadings 
on the cross-loading are smaller than loadings on the 
corresponding constructs. Thus, they confirm the con-
struct validity (Gefen & Straub, 2005). The reliability, 
convergent validity, discriminant validity, and uni-
dimensionality are fulfilled, indicated by the results of 
unidimensionality adequate degree for each construct. 
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The second stage of data analysis is using partial 
least squares techniques. It performs through examin-
ing the variance measured (R2) by the antecedent 
constructs. The benchmark to interpret R2 was taken 
from Cohen (1988) that is 0.02, 0.13 and 0.26 as the 
small, medium, and large variance, respectively. Af-
terward, employing the bootstrapping technique and 
computing the t-values are done to obtain the sig-
nificance of the path coefficients and total effects.  
The current research found positive and sig-
nificant relationship on social capital on knowledge 
collecting (H1, ß 0.697, t-value 6.839, p<0.001) and 
Table 1 
Result of the Measurement Model 
Construct Items Factor Loading (t) (>0.7) Cronbach’s  CR (>0.7) AVE 
(>0.5) 












0.881 0.910 0.627 








0.807 0.874 0.635 






0.757 0.858 0.670 








0.840 0.893 0.676 
 
Table 2 
Mean, Standard Deviation, and Correlations among Study Constructs 
Construct Mean SD AVE 1 2 3 4 
Innovation Capability 0.672 0.055 0.676 0.822    
Knowledge Collecting 0.629 0.080 0.635 0.606 0.797   
Knowledge Donating 0.666 0.049 0.670 0.702 0.702 0.819  
Social Capital 0.617 0.078 0.627 0.626 0.697 0.646 0.792 
 
Table 3 
Item Loading and Cross-Loading 
 IC KC KD SC 
SC 1 0.461 0.529 0.504 0.815 
SC 6 0.455 0.536 0.451 0.756 
SC 2 0.481 0.506 0.489 0.773 
KC 1 0.563 0.862 0.618 0.612 
KC 2 0.395 0.722 0.483 0.527 
KC 3 0.464 0.770 0.531 0.537 
KC 4 0.495 0.827 0.597 0.544 
KD 1 0.644 0.616 0.852 0.590 
KD 2 0.613 0.641 0.862 0.632 
KD 3 0.432 0.433 0.736 0.299 
IC 1 0.807 0.563 0.593 0.592 
IC 2 0.817 0.475 0.587 0.531 
SC 3 0.577 0.513 0.555 0.831 
IC 3 0.879 0.501 0.580 0.495 
IC 4 0.785 0.444 0.544 0.425 
SC 4 0.409 0.601 0.483 0.770 
SC 5 0.570 0.620 0.574 0.803 
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knowledge donating (H2, ß 0.305, t-value 2.957, 
p<0.001). Thus, it confirms that social capital in-
fluence knowledge collecting (H1) and knowledge 
donating (H2) significantly. This outcome corresponds 
with Akhavan and Hosseini (2016). It is also revealed 
a significantly positive relationship for knowledge 
collecting on knowledge donating (H3, ß 0.490, t-
value 4.683, p<0.00). Moreover, this research finds 
significant positive correlation between knowledge 
donating and innovation capability (H5, ß 0.466, t-
value 4.034, p<0.001). This result corresponds with 
preceding studies (Lin, 2007; Zhi-Hong et al., 2008; 
Yesil et al., 2013; Kamasak & Bulutlar, 2010). 
On the contrary for H4, the results indicate that 
knowledge collecting has no significant relationship 
on innovation capability (H4, ß 0.102, t-value 0.693, 
p<0.001). Therefore, H4 is rejected. The summary of 





Result of SEM-PLS Model Abalysis 
 
Table 4 






H1 SC  KC 0.697 6.839 Supported 
H2 SC  KD 0.305 2.957 Supported 
H3 KC  KD 0.490 4.683 Supported 
H4 KC  IC 0.102 0.693 Not 
Supported 
H5 KD  IC 0.466 4.034 Supported 
 
Conclusions and Implications 
 
This research reveals that social capital has 
effected on both knowledge collecting and donating. 
Social capital becomes a valuable mechanism for uni-
versities to enable knowledge sharing. For that reason, 
it is suggested that universities should intensify the 
trust, networks, and norms among lectures to facilitate 
the knowledge sharing. Through such a solid rela-
tionship, knowledge sharing process could be acele-
rated. 
The empirical result also demonstrates that 
knowledge donating has an impact on innovation 
capability, while knowledge collecting has not. The 
process of sharing knowledge could not stop at the 
stage of acquiring knowledge alone (van den Hoff & 
de Ridder, 2004). A person must also be willing to 
deliver his knowledge, so that knowledge sharing can 
proceed perfectly. It is consistent with the norm of 
reciprocity in social capital (Putnam, 1995).Therefore, 
it is strongly recommended that both processes of 
knowledge sharing be completed before it can have a 
positive effect on the ability of innovation. 
However, there are limitations of this research. 
The social capital construct of this research is only 
identified by trust, network and norms. Other perspec-
tives of social capital could be considered for future 
studies. Moreover, the object of this research is lec-
tures of private university in Surabaya. Since different 
local norms can affect social capital, it would be 
interesting to contrast the effect of social capital in 
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